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THURSDAY, JUNE 5, 1958 


Unitrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND ForESTRY 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:05 a. m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Allen J. Ellender (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators Ellender (presiding), Holland, Eastland, Tal. 
madge, Proxmire, Aiken, Young, Thye, and Hickenlooper. 

A few days prior to the starting of the hearings on our agriculture 
problem, I asked that the Department of Agriculture have present 
every day some members of their staff to listen in on the various 
proposals made and to thereafter be prepared to come before the 
committee and give us their views on the legislation proposed. 

I understand Mr. McLain is present here today with members of 
his staff, and I hope, Mr. McLain, you will relegate your remarks to 
a criticism either favorable or against, if you will, any such proposals 
that were made in the hearings that we have been having for the 
past 2 weeks. So, with that understanding, Mr. McLain, will you 
step forward, please? 


STATEMENT OF HON. MARVIN L. McLAIN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE; MARTIN SORKIN, ASSISTANT TO THE 
SECRETARY; AND WALTER C. BERGER, ADMINISTRATOR, COM- 
MODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPART- 
MENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. McLatn. Senator Ellender, I would like, if I might, to sum- 
marize the Department’s and the President’s proposals and then 
follow that with 

The Cuarrman. I think we have that in the record pretty well 
set, Mr. McLain. However, if you want to repeat it to us 

Mr. McLain. Whatever you say. We would want it as a matter 
of record, of course. To save pages here, if you would rather for the 
sake of time just put it in the record and then you ask questions, why 
that is agreeable. I think it might be well if we summarized what 
our position is, because we certainly would like to have that con- 
sidered along with the other proposals that have been made, I am 
sure you would want us to do that. 

The CuarrMan. Oh, yes. I do want it, but as the staff advised 
the Department, we are primarily interested in having you send your 
representatives here so that we could get your reaction as to the 
various proposals made. 

Mr. McLarn. We are glad to do that. However, many of these 
proposals are changing from day to day on the House side. 
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The CHarrMAN. You are on the Senate side now. Let’s forget 
about the House side. 

Mr. McLain. Many of these proposals, of course, have been much 
the same on the Senate side as they have been on the House side. 
I would like, Senator Ellender—it will only take about 10 minutes—to 
run through what we have recommended here. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Mr. McLain. The Department’s recommendations on price sup- 
ports and related acreage operations have been submitted and dis- 
cussed with the Congress on several occasions. I will limit my 
remarks today to a rather brief summary description of those 
proposals. 

hese recommendations initially were transmitted to Congress by 
the President’s agricultural message on January 16, 1958. These were 
amplified by the Secretary’s testimony before the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry on January 17, 1958. 

The President restated some of his recommendations in his veto 
message of March 31, 1958, on Senate Joint Resolution 162. 

We have had occasion to repeat these recommendations in our 
testimony on the various commodity bills, both before the subcom- 
mittees here and over on the House side. 

These recommendations essentially involve 3 changes in price 
supports and 2 changes affecting acreage allotments. 


ELIMINATING THE ESCALATOR CLAUSES 


An important change in price-support legislation should be to 
abolish the use of the escalator clauses for the basic commodities, 
which require that price supports be raised as surpluses are reduced. 
As the Secretary pointed out in his testimony, the escalator clauses 
mean that incentives are provided to build new surpluses as soon as 
present surpluses start to decrease. Their elimination is necessary 
if our various programs are to achieve their purpose. 

The Cuarrman. What would you put in as substitutions for those 
yardsticks? 

Mr. McLain. We will get right into that in the next two points here. 

The Cuairman. Go ahead. 


WIDEN RANGE OF PRICE-SUPPORT LEVELS 


Mr. McLarn. Another recommendation relates to widening the over- 
all range within which price supports may be provided for the six basic 
commodities for dairy products. The present range is too narrow to 
permit the market expansion needed to absorb increased production 
our farms will likely produce. 

This widening in the range should be accompanied by a change in 
the standards for determining the specific support levels within this 
range for the six basic crops. (The criterion for dairy products would 
fees as at present; that is, the level needed to assure an adequate 
supply.) 

his change would put all crops on the same basis for determining 
price supports. It involves a shift for the basic crops to the 8 factors 
now used for all nonmandatory farm products—some 250 products. 
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USE AVERAGE GRADE AND STAPLE FOR COTTON SUPPORTS 


_A third recommendation is that price support for cotton should be 
based on the average quality of the crop instead of Middling seven- 
eighths inch, the standard grade now used for parity price and price 
support. Middling seven-eighths inch is not a representative quality 
for American upland cotton since only about 5 percent of the crop is 
of this specification or lower. 

The net effect of this provision on support levels is an oversupport 
of about 1 cent per pound, about 3 percentage points of parity. 

This change is being recommended for a number of reasons. It 
will place the cotton-support program on the same basis as all other 
crops where the parity price now refers to average grade. 

It would be a step in placing cotton in a better competitive relation- 
ship with foreign cotton and synthetic fibers. 

t will eliminate certain price support and acreage allotment 
problems. 

Due to lack of demand for the shorter, less desirable staple length 
at prices equal to or above their loan rates, a major portion of the 
production of this quality goes under loan and eventually into Govern- 
ment warehouses. Currently, too large a proportion of CCC stocks is 
in the lower quality cottons, difficult to market, and expensive to 
store. These large stocks not only create price-support disposal 
problems, but the cotton retained by CCC has the effect of reducin 
the size of the national acreage allotment in subsequent years for a 
cotton producers. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question at this 
point? I am going to have to leave in a little bit to go to the inde- 
pendent offices appropriations markup. Do you have the same au- 
thority for cotton that you have for wheat in establishing price-sup- 
port differentials based on quality? 

You changed the price-support levels for wheat some 2 or 3 years 
ago discounting certain varieties around 20 percent and then increas- 
ing the support price for higher protein wheat, all of which I thought 
was desiratle and a good thing to do. 

Do you have that authority? 

Mr. McLain. This was a variety discount, Senator Young, which 
we have authority in the law to do. We had the support from the 
industry and farmers and farm organizations in doing it. In addition 
to that, of course we have the quality differentials that we apply to 
all commodities. The point here for cotton is that the price that you 
establish the loan levels on is determined not on the basis of the 
average of the crop as it is with all other commodities, but on the basis 
of %-inch, Middling. This results in an oversupport for cotton. It 
treats cotton differently than any other commodity. 

The CuHarrMan. But the price fluctuates upward or downward. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 


ELIMINATING ACRBAGE ALLOTMENTS FOR CORN 


Acreage allotments for corn should be eliminated to permit all 
corn farmers to plant in accordance with their best managerial de- 
cisions. This would be a forward step in the direction of more freedom 
for corn farmers. 
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The recommended action would be in line with the expressed wish 
of corn farmers. They have voted to eliminate corn acreage allot- 
ments—both in the referendum held in 1956 and with their corn plant- 
ers. In this referendum, over 61 percent of the farmers voting indi- 
cated approval of a corn program of a type the President is reeommend- 
ing. Under the present law, the Secretary was required to announce 
allotments for 1958 which we have felt and farmers have felt are too 
low. In 1957 only about 1 acre in 7 in the commercial corn area was 
planted within the allotments. 

Corn acreage allotments have not been effective in reducing acreage 
or production, and the carryover has gone up to record levels. It is 
time we gave corn farmers a workable program. 

The CuatrMan. What about price supports? 

Mr. McLarn. Price supports would be in the same category, 
Senator Ellender, as we requested here. 

The CuarrMan. 60 percent? 

Mr. McLatn. 60 to 90, yes. 

The CuarrMan. 60 to 90. 

Mr. McLain. Yes, just the same. 

This discretion, of course, would be the same as we now have for 
feed grains, only that currently we have from 0 to 90 with feed grains. 

The CHartrMANn. What did you do with feed grains other than corn? 

Mr. McLarn. Our request is that that not be changed. 

The CuarrmMan. The supports would be from 0 to 90? 

Mr. McLain. They always have been put in relation to corn. 
That is the way we would intend to continue to do them. 

The CHartrMan. Would you mind writing that in the law? 

Mr. McLain. We would not object to it. 

The CuarrMan. And base it on the feed value? 

Mr. McLain. I think we would have no serious objection to that, 
because that is what we plan on doing anyway. There are other 
factors, of course, besides feed value. 

Export demand and many other factors ought to be used, rather. 
We think the program has worked very well with feed grains. We 
have not suggested any changes. 

The CuarrMan. Of course, you could not expect much harassment 
from the farmers there because they plant all they want and you 
support them whether they comply or not, so I would be surprised if 
you had any complaints whatever. 

Mr. McLain. The strange part about corn allotments, Senator 
Ellender, has been it does not make much difference whether we have 
them or whether we do not have them. It has hardly affected the 
amount of corn acreage planted. Farmers have not paid much atten- 
tion to it. 

Senator EasttaAnp. Mr. McLain, the Farm Bureau has a bill 
introduced in the House. Would you comment on that bill, what 
the Department’s position is? It is a long-range program. 

Mr. McLain. I would be glad, Senator Eastland, to comment on 
any of these bills. Wouldn’t it be better if I finish these other two 

ages? 
f Seiten Easttanp. That will be all right, yes. 
Mr. McLarn. Would that be all right, Senator Ellender? 
The CHatrMan. Proceed. 
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AUTHORIZE DISCRETION TO INCREASE ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 


Mr. McLain. Authority to increase acreage allotments should be 
iven the Secretary under the following criteria. Increases for the 
or commodities should be authorized up to 50 percent above the 
acreage allotments determined under present legislation which requires 
that certain statistical formulas be used. 

The Secretary would be required before providing for an increase 
to determine by investigation that such increase is necessary in the 
interests of the welfare of the agricultural economy— 

1. To avoid hardships to producers of the commodity; 

2. To meet potential market demands for the commodity; 

3. To avoid undue restrictions on marketings; 

4. To prevent disruption in the orderly marketing of the com- 
modity; 

5. To insure adequate farm income; 

6. To make allowance for statistics of the Federal Government 
more recent than those used in the original determination of the 
marketing quota or acreage allotment; or 

7. Because of any combination of these factors. 

Senator Youna. Actually, that means you have complete flexibility. 
The Secretary can do as he wants to. 

Mr. McLarn. He has to take these things into consideration, Sen- 
ator Young, and they ought to be taken into consideration, because 
if you are going to expand acreage allotments you should have some 
basis for it. 

Senator Youne. I noticed in establishing support levels for most 
commodities the Secretary has paid no attention to the provisions, 
such as this, that have been in the law. 

Mr. McLain. Oh, yes. Each time that a price support determina- 
tion is made, consideration is given to all these factors that the law 
says shall be taken into consideration at the time the support is 
announced. 

Senator Youna. Let me give you agood example. There was a poor 
crop of flax last year and it is actually in short supply. You haven’t 
declared it a surplus under the agricultural surplus disposal program, 
yet you did not change the price-support level. 

Mr. McLaurn. Of course, we have taken over tremendous amounts 
of flax in the past, Senator Young. We are taking over some this 
year. The flax seed price support has to be determined after consider- 
ing the other oil seeds and including cotton seed and also soybeans. 

Senator Youna. A year or two ago you raised the support price on 
soybeans. I am not complaining at all, but you raised the support 
price when you had a big supply on hand and when they were de- 
clared surplus under the foreign disposal program. 

Mr. McLarty. We have never carried over a very big carryover of 
soybeans. 

Senator Youne. There is no use arguing the point here, but I know 
on dairy supports and all the support prices I never noticed where the 
Secretary paid much attention to these things at all. 

In fast, I’d just as soon wipe them out and let him use the whole 
range because he does anyway. 


26788—58—pt. 4——-2 
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Mr. MclLarn. I’d have to disagree that they are not considered, 
because they are. I sit in on the CCC Board that decides them. 
They are included in the dockets. 

Senator Youne. He usually winds up setting the price support 
just the way he wants it, regardless. 

Mr. McLarn. Well, the way they have been set has worked well. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. McLain, you said in respect to soybeans you 
have been able to dispose of all the oils and products and you have not 
been bothered except this year? 

Mr. McLain. This year we may be. 

The Cuarrman. Now why? 

Mr. McLain. Well, I think if we could have moved a little more 
quickly on Public Law 480 

The Cuarrman. I understand. You mentioned Public Law 480. 
That is why you have not had tbe soybeans on hand in the past, 
because you have for that product the same method that you now have 
for handling wheat. You sell it on the market, that is, that which 
cannot be sold abroad for dollars, you accept currencies. 

Mr. McLarn. That is right. 480 has kept soybeans out of trouble. 

The CHarrman. Why certainly, and if the same thing had been 
done for cotton way back, we might not be in trouble as we are now. 

In other words, if you had given the same treatment to cotton as 
you did to soybeans, the chances are that we would not be in trouble 
as we are today. 

Mr. McLarn. We used 480 for cotton to as great an extent if not 
more than we did for soybean oil. Incidentally, we moved large 
amounts of cottonseed oil under Public Law 480. 

The Cuarrman. I know, but a different method, though, a far 
different method. 

Mr. McLain. We have used a lot of money to export cotton with 
480. Now I think the factor you are talking about, Senator Ellender, 
is that there was a time that the price that we were willing to sell into 
foreign markets cotton was not in line with world markets. Of course 
with soybean oil the world market and our domestic market have been 
pretty much in line all the time. There has not been the spread that 
there has been in cotton. 

Senator EastLaAnp. What you say is correct. You did not use 480 
for several years because you did not want to sell cotton at the world 

rice level. That was not the Department’s position. That was the 

tate Department’s position, was it not? It was the policy to choke 
the American cotton farmer and favor the foreign grower. It was 
promulgated by the State Department. 

Mr. McLarn. I would rather the State Department would answer 
questions like this. 

The CuarrMANn. You know it to be true. It was admitted here as 
to rice the other day when they tried to sell rice to the Philippines or 
in that area. You were held back and were told, ‘‘No, we cannot sell 
it there because it might hurt our friends in Southeast Asia.”’ 

Mr. McLain. This is a difficult area, as you gentlemen realize. 

The CHarrMan. I know that, but I was just citing it in order to 
show that what Senator Eastland has said is true. 

Mr. MclLatrn. I think we can say this in all honesty to all of you. 
We have a very fine working relationship with the State Department, 
and our problems are not nearly as great as they used to be. 
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The CuarrMan. You do have now? 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

The CnarrMan. I admit in the last 4 or 5 months I suppose you 
have improved relations. 

Mr. McLarn. We all learn. 

The CuarrMan. Before that, though, I think that the State De- 
partment called the shots. 

Senator Arxen. I think the State Department’s attitude toward 
Public Law 480 has changed materially. 

Mr. McLarn. There have been a lot of changes. 

Senator Arxen. In the past year or two. 

Mr. McLain. It is all to the benefit of agriculture, I believe. 

The CHarrMAN. Yes. 

I guess you know why. It is a good way to put in foreign aid, 
augment foreign aid. That is how they are using it. ICA is using 
it in that manner, in that way. 

Senator Youne. Are Public Law 480 funds available for the export 
of flax at the present time? 

Mr. McLain. No; not at the present time, Senator Young. 

Senator Youne. Are they for soybeans? 

Mr. McLain. No; not for soybeans. We do not use 480 for that 
purpose. 

Senator Youne. The oil from soybeans? 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

Senator YounG. What is the support level on soybeans this year? 

Mr. McLarn. Seventy percent, the same as last year. 

Senator EasrLanp. What is that, $2.09? 

Mr. Sorkin. $2.09 per bushel. 

Senator Youne. When you figure you have trouble with a surplus 
of soybeans, you leave the price support the same as last year, and 
flax where you had a bad crop last year and it was really in short 
supply, you leave it the same, too. How do you reconcile the two 
support levels? 

Mr. McLatrn. Both flaxseed and soybeans were kept at the same 
percent of parity as in 1957. We try to relate the price supports. 
As far as cottonseed is concerned, we have a mandate in the law tell- 
ing us what we have to do and then we try to relate flaxseed with it. 
If you are not careful how you handle price supports on each of them, 
trouble spots develop. 

Senator Younc. But they are not interchangeable so far as the 
growers are concerned all the time. In my State we raise a lot of 
soybeans in the southeast part but in most of the State we cannot 
raise them, but we can raise flax and in a way it is a certain discrimina- 
tion against the flax producers. 

Mr. McLain. We have had some heavy loss, Senator Young, in 
our movement of flax that we have carried over, as you well know. 

Senator Youne. Have you had the same loss in soybeans? 

Mr. McLatn. Very little in soybeans. 

Senator Younc. You have exported a lot under Public Law 480? 

Mr. McLain. Not soybeans as such, just the oil. 

Senator Youna. It is the same thing, is it not? 

Mr. McLain. No, it is quite different. We have had a lot of de- 
mand to put soybeans as such under 480, but we have not done it. 

Senator Youne. But you have the oil. 
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Mr. McLain. Yes. 

Senator Youna. I do not know as it makes much difference whether 
you export the oil from flaxseed or 

Mr. McLain. There is a tremendous difference in your industry 
in this country whether you do or whether you do not. 

Senator Youna. As far as the producer is concerned, they produce 
the oil as well as the flaxseed, and if you can export the oil, you help 
relieve the surplus situation. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Mr. Sorkin. You also have meal available at lower prices. 

Mr. Mcuatin. Meal is the important thing. 

Senator Youna. I am not complaining now about the price support 
level as between the commodities, but I am merely trying to point 
out that I do not believe the Department has always paid too much 
attention to the surplus situation when they set these price support 
levels for feed grains. 

Senator Aiken. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Senator Aiken. 

Senator Arxken. Has the bargaining for new contracts under Public 
Law 480 come to a standstill? 

Mr. McLarn. Virtually, sir. 

Senator Aiken. And whereas this committee approved an additional 
$500 million in authority for sales before July 1, it would appear 
now that those sales will not materialize, will they? 

Mr. McLain. This is right and again it is not the fault of the 
Senate because the Senate acted promptly under your chairmanship 
here, and we appreciate it. 

Our bottleneck, of course, is on the other side of the Hill. We are 
very disappointed that the legislation has not moved. We have done 
everything we know to get it moved. 

The CHarrman. Mr. McLain, in further reference to soybeans, 
will your production this year be as great or greater than last year? 

Mr. McLain. We do not have an accurate estimate yet as to what 
it will be, Senator Ellender. Our guess is that it would not be much 
different, is that not right? 

Mr. Sorkin. The indicated intended acreage is up about 10 per- 
cent. Of course, the production it depends upon the yield and the 
actual acreage harvested. Last year we had a pretty high yield. 

The Cuarrman. Of the acreage is up 10 percent, of course, you 
could speculate that the production will be higher. 

Mr. McLatrn. If the acreage yield is the same as it was a year ago, 
it will be up, yes. 

The CuarrMan. That, of course, would be an additional reason for 
you to be in trouble with soybeans other than the one you men- 
tioned as to Public Law 480. 

Mr. McLarn. That is right. 

Mr. Sorkin. It should be recognized, Mr. Chairman, that our esti- 
mates of carryover are now less than a month’s requirements. 

The Cuatrman. What? 

Mr. Sorkin. Our estimate of carryover is less than a month’s re- 
quirements for soybeans. 

The Cuarrman. Is that unusual? 

Mr. Sork1n. It is higher than average, but it is less than a month’s 
requirements. You could have wet weather at harvest time in the 
fall and you might not have a carryover at all. 
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Mr. McLain. You see, soybeans and all these oil seeds are very 
important to the livestock grower from the standpoint of protein. 

Senator Aiken, you well know this in your area. And that is why 
we have to be careful here in the way we operate these support pro- 
grams, keeping them related one with the other. 

The livestock farmer, of course, is just as interested in the cost of 
the meal as he is in what he gets for his soybeans. This is the thing 
that is a lot more delicate than the average person thinks. 

Senator Youna. Yes. Well, I think as long as the Secretary has 
as nearly complete authority as he has to set anything he wants 
between nothing and 90, I would feel much better if we just wiped out 
all these provisions, because they do not mean much anyway. Mr. 
Secretary, [ am not particularly referring to the present Secretary of 
Agriculture or any Secretary, but any Secretary can use them as an 
excuse to set them at any level. He can pick out certain ones and 
set them at his convenience. 

Senator Hotuanp. What provision was it that you thought 

Senator YounG. They have certain criteria for the establishing of 
price-support levels. 

Dairy commodities is one, the support price has ranged from 90 
down to 75 and the supply situation remains about the same all the 
time. There is not an awful lot of difference. In the feed grains 
you have certain criteria here. I do not think that they mean very 
much. Personally, I’d just as soon wipe them all out. 

Senator HoLtLanp. Will the Senator yield for a question? 

Senator Youna. Either make it plain he has the authority to set 
them from nothing to 90 or else have some authority that really meant 
something. 

Senator HoLttanp. Does the Senator think there would be a legal 
basis for this act unless there were some standards prescribed by the 
act itself which would govern the discretion of the Secretary of 
Agriculture? 

Senator Youna. I think on certain commodities now the Secretary 
has complete leeway. 

5 Mr. McLain. We have got criteria in all instances, even the non- 
asics. 

Senator Youna. On vegetables, for example, the Secretary can 
eer at nothing to 90. What criteria do you have there? 

Mr. McLarn. The eight points are still there. I think whether 
there are these eight points or not, any Secretary would certainly not 
want to pick a figure out of a hat. 

Senator Youna. You are not using that criteria now. You do no} 
have vegetable supports. I am not advocating them, but the criteria 
is there, and you have not been supporting the price so it really does 
not mean anything. 

Mr. McLain. There is broad authority, of course, Senator Young, 
in the act to do a lot of things that have never been done. This is 
quite true. 

Senator Youna. Yes. 

Senator HoLitanp. But there are some guidelines, Mr. Chair- 
man 








Mr. McLain. That is right. 


Senator HoLianp (continuing). On which those actions would have 
to be predicated. 
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Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Senator Hotuanp. That is the point I am making. I am not out 
of sympathy with what the Senator is suggesting, but I am advancing 
the thought that I do not believe we would have a legal setup if we 
attempted to give unbridled discretion without any guidelines at all 
to the Secretary of Agriculture. 

The CHarrMan. As I understand the criteria that you have men- 
tioned are on page 5 of your statement. 

Mr. McLain. These are on acreage allotment expansions. 

The CHarrmMan. I understand that, but they are of your own 
making. 

Mr. McLarn. These are patterned pretty much after the ones that 
have been in the current statute for price support. 

The CuarrMANn. Yet you want to strike them out. 

Mr. McLain. No, we do not want to strike them out. Senator 
Young was suggesting that they be struck out. We want to keep 
them in. We think they ought to be kept in. 

Senator Younc. What criterion do you have in hogs? You can 
support hogs from nothing to 90, can’t you? 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Senator Youna. Under law. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Senator Youne. What criteria do you have on that? 

Mr. McLain. The eight points that are in the law. 

Senator Younc. The same with cattle? 

Mr. McLain. You realize these eight points, Senator Young, there 
is more meat in them than appears on the surface. 

Senator Youna. The Secretary can do anything he wants, too. 

Senator HickeNLooper. Isn’t this true, Mr.. McLain: That these 
criteria are only a reflection in the law of the normal considerations 
which you would take into account in arriving at what a support 
would be? 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Senator HickENLooPER. So these are perfectly natural and normal. 

Mr. McLain. I am sure any intelligent Secretary, even if they were 
not in the statute, would use something like this because he’d have to. 

Senator HickeNnLoorer. He would have to have something. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Senator HickENLooperR. Some basis. 

Mr. McLain. To proceed. 

Senator Hicken.Looprr. To justify a support price. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Senator HickenLooprr. Or the position he took. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Senator HickrenLooprr. And these are merely reflections of the 
ordinary and general conditions that he would take into account. 

Mr. McLarn. I think that is accurate, Senator Hickenlooper. 

Senator HickEnLooperR. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Secre- 
tary McLain just one question more about soybeans. 

What effect does the soybean association on its own independent 
and self-financed activities, what influence does that have on the sale 
of soybeans in the world market, and so on? 

' As I understand it, they are quite active. 
Mr. McLain. They have done a remarkable job. 
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Senator H1ickENLoopeErR. On a so-called self-help attempt. 

Mr. McLarty. They have done a remarkable job, Senator Hicken- 
looper. They have got some very competent people that are helping 
to promote soybean markets. They have been at it quite a long time, 
much longer than some other areas. 

They, of course, have a voluntary checkoff that they run themselves 
in which they use their own funds to get into foreign lands and then 
they are also cooperating of course under 480 promotional activities 
that we are allowed to do under statute. They, of course, have 
just been at it a little longer than some of the other groups. 

Senator HickENLoopER. Yes. 

Well, what I mean is that they have people that are maybe not 
constantly, but almost constantly, in various parts of the world, 
creating markets for soybeans as an independent operation, and as I 
understand it, their attitude is that they would like to do as much of 
that under their own power as they can and keep Government out of 
these operations. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. We have that activity and—— 

Senator HicKENLOoPrER. Except when necessary. 

Mr. McLain. The National Cotton Council, of course, is doing 
much the same type of thing in the cotton area. 

The CHarrMan. That is what I was going to point up. 

Mr. McLain. Yes, that is right. 

The CuarrMAN. I think we spent quite a bit of money in Denmark, 
didn’t we, for that? 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Some experiment going on there. 

Mr. McLain. This is the direction we ought to go in order to get 
more markets. It is very important. 

The CuHarrMAN. Going back to the soybeans again, I wanted to 
ask you one more question. Do you anticipate that the dollar 
sales for soybeans this year will be as great as last year? 

Mr. Sorkin. Higher. 

Mr. McLain. Higher. 

The CuarrmMan. Higher? 

Mr. McLarn. Yes. 

Mr. Sorkin. We are estimating 90 million compared to about 85 
million last year. All the soybean exports are for dollars. 

The CHarrMAN. I understand that, but I am talking about those 
that you do not have to convert from local currencies back to dollars. 
That is what | am talking about, as you do in the Public Law 480 
program. 

Mr. McLarty. All soybeans are for dollars. That is, we just do not 
sell them otherwise. 

The CHarrMan. I understand that, but under Public Law 480 
though, what you do is to sell them. 

Mr. McLain. No. 

The Cuatrman. At local currencies and you buy the currency back 
with dollars. 

Mr. McLain. No, not soybeans. 

The CuarrMan. | am talking about the oil. 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

The CuairMan. Of course, it is sold for dollars in the United 
States. You export very few of those. I am talking about the oil 
that you sell. 
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Senator HickEN.Loorer. There are lots of beans exported. 

Mr. Sorkin. Ninety million bushels. 

Mr. McLarn. Ninety million in beans have been exported for 
dollars and then the oil exported is in addition to that and that much 
has gone under 480. 

Mr. Sorkin. About 20 percent of the 1957 soybean crop is expected 
to move out as beans for dollars. In addition to that we have the 
oil exports. 

The CuarrMan. You have never had to store soybeans? 

Mr. Sorkin. Very little. 

The CHarrMan. Very little. 

Mr. McLarn. Very little. 

Senator ArkEN. There is no real surplus of soy meal today, is there? 

Mr. Sorkin. No. The market price has been fairly strong. 

Senator ArkEN. In fact, increased production, even though it is 
10 percent, will not much more than keep up with increased demand 
so far as the meal is concerned. 

Mr. McLarn. There is a tremendous consumption of it. 

Senator AIKEN. Yes. 

Mr. McLarn. Of course when you have plentiful supply at not too 
high prices it moves rapidly. 

The CHarrMan. To go back to soybeans again, the soybean oil 
sales for this year will be as great as last year insofar as the dollar sales 
are concerned. 

Mr. McLarty. Our dollar sales will be a little higher. 

The CuHarrMANn. With oil? 

Mr. McLarn. No, we are talking about beans. 

The CHarrMan. I am talking about oil. Let’s talk about oil. 

Mr. McLain. Have you got the figures on oil? 

Mr. Bercer. About 600 million. It is a little bit less than a year 
ago. 

The amount of oil that has been sold under title I, 480, for foreign 
currency of soybeans comes from approximately 3 million acres of 
production. Some of the acres have come out of cotton because of 
acreage allotments, and so forth, and if we were not putting oil into 

the 480 program, we would just be piling up that much more corn or 

sorghum grains or barley, so I feel that this has been a good program 
in order to keep from piling up more of the corn and the sorghum 
grains and the barley. 

The CuarrMan. | am not questioning that part. All I want to find 
out for the record is how much less soybean oil you sell this year for 
dollars than you did last year. 

That is what I was asking. 

Mr. Bercer. The total sales, I think, were a little over a billion 
pounds of vegetable oil. 

Mr. Sorkin. 1.1 billion pounds estimated for this marketing year. 

Mr. Bercer. 1.1 billion pounds of oils were the total sales in the 
United States. That includes cotton-seed oil. 

Mr. McLatn. How much of that was for dollars, that is his ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Bercer. Approximately just about half of it was for dollars, 
just about half of it. 

The CuarrMan. The rest was for? 

Mr. Bercer. For title I, 480. 
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Mr. McLary. That is right. 

Mr. Brercer. But the soybean oil sold under title I, 480, took the 
production off of about 3 million acres of land that would otherwise 
have piled up into more corn, more sorghum grain, more barley into. 
our storage. 

The CHairMAN. What do you figure that program will cost you? 

Mr. Bercer. Well, what are we going to get out of our soft cur- 
rency? Ido not know. 

The CHatrMAN. You do not? 

Mr. BerGer. No. 

The CuartrMan. I do. 

Senator A1rkEN. What is the loss per pound on the vegetable oils 
that are exported? 

Mr. Sorkin. None. They buy it at the open market price. 

Mr. Bercer. They are buying it at the market and paying the 
producers the support price for the beans. 

Senator ArkEN. The exports are not subsidized? 

Mr. Bercer. That is right. 

Senator ArkEN. Other than—— 

Mr. BerGer. Other than the 480. 

Senator ArkEN. Than the possible loss on the soft currencies. 

Mr. Bercer. That is right. 

Senator ArkeN. But you are supposed to get soft currency which 
would equal the amount of dollars provided you got dollars. 

Mr. Sorkin. It does not show up in cost. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, if Senator Aiken is through—aud 
Mr. Chairman, I am glad to be back at the table. I have been away, 
as you know, on leave from the Senate, and I just returned this 
morning. But on the question of soybeans, Mr. Berger, what per- 
cent of the sales that you have made have gone in to pay actual defense 
expenditures both in the NATO areas and also in the constructioa 
costs in Spain where you are not dependent upon the return from the 
soft currency? There you know that you have already used the pro- 
duce in direct payment; have you not? 

Mr. Bercer. That is true, but I am sorry that I am not in a posi- 
tion to answer your question specifically, because I do not know what 
that conversion is. 

Senator Tuyr. No, but I think that we should, Mr. Chairman, 
because we left a reflection here that you have sold the soybeans, but 
have no report of the soft currency you realized, and yet a certain 
percent of that crop has gone as direct payment for defense construc- 
tion that we appropriate 1d dollars from the United States Treasur y for 
in the form of defense appropriations. The same is true with NATO 
construction such as the prefabricated housing that came out of 
Finland, and so we leave here in the record a question: How much 
will you realize out of the soft currency, when in reality you have used 
the product as direct payment for that which you needed abroad, 
when you have appropriated funds for the same purpose. And | 
think the record, Mr. Chairman, should reflect the exact dollars of 
sovbeans earned and diverted in payment to defense construction. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Thve, we have that in the record here. 
We get a report from the Commodity Credit Corporation I think 
every month or every 3 months, and I think the record shows that in 
the neighborhood of 38 percent of the amount goes toward the things 
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you are talking about, that is defense support and helping to finance 
scholarships and things like that. I think there are eight categories. 

Senator Tuyr. Yes. 

The CHarrMan. All of that is outlined in practically every report 
that we get. 

The fact remains that, anywhere from 60 to 62 percent of the total 
amount of sales is as a rule loaned back to the country in which these 
commodities are sold at a low rate of interest and repaid over a period 
of a long time at very low interest rates. 

Senator Toye. Mr. Chairman, I am familiar with those reports. 

The CuHarrman. It includes soybeans. 

Senator THyx. Yes, and I have all of those figures. But here is a 
record that will be read by every farm organization, by student bodies 
that are trying to determine what you and I develop in this hearing, 
and for that reason this report should reflect the exact amount of soy- 
beans under Public Law 480 that was in direct payment for defense 
expenditures that you would have otherwise appropriated funds for. 

Mr. McLain. Senator Thye, to our ability to furnish what exactly 
you want, we will get it into the record. 

Senator Ture. That is splendid. 

Mr. McLarty. If we can break it down by the commodity, we will 
get it right into the record for you. 

Senator Tate. Yes, sir, for reasons that it would be so very impor- 
tant to those who study this record, because there will be great num- 
bers that will study this record to try to determine what we were 
endeavoring in the attempt to draft farm legislation. I want those 
readers to know exactly how we have benefited from the sale of soy- 
bean oil of which we know a certain percentage of this crop went into 
NATO and defense installation payments. 

Mr. MeLatrn. We will fill the record to the best of our ability. 

Senator Tuysr. Splendid. 

(The information is as follows: ) 


VEGETABLE OIL 


It is not possible to directly relate vegetable oil sales to any particular currency 
uses provided for in title I agreements. The great bulk of these sales have been 
made to Argentina, Italy, Spain, and Turkey. The agreements with Italy, 
Spain, and Turkey have included substantial amounts of other commodities. 
For agreements concluded with the 4 countries through May 31, 1958, the foreign 
currency proceeds will total about $600 million. Of this total, the following 
earmarkings have been made: 


Foreign currency use 


Percent 
Agricultural market development (sec. 104 (a)) At Renee ia 1.2 
Purchases of strategic material (sec. 104 (b)) : 
Military procurement for common defense (sec. 104 (¢)) , 
Purchase of goods for other countries (see. 104 (d)) : : i. Z 
Grants for economic development (sec. 104 (e))- - ; 
Loans to private enterprise (sec. 104 (e))-_---- eats eS 2.2 
Payment of United States obligations (sec. 104 (f))--...---- + F 36. 3 
Loans to foreign governments (sec. 104 (g)) SJ je tae eee SS 
International educational exchange (sec. 104 (h)) ke oO 
Translation, publication, and distribution of books and pe riodicals (see. 
pene)... 2s. Ee ae 
Assistance to Ame rican-sponsored. ‘schools, + libraries, and community 
centers (sec. 104 (j))----- bb tide Seer sib sihecets sie ereiewa tues Ad 
UN i asa a wei dil cela Ripa ta essetigin dae oi a » inks aie wien ei ae, Se ae 
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The currencies earmarked for agricultural market development under section 
104 (a) are used by the Department of Agriculture to maintain or expand present 
export markets or to develop new markets abroad for United States agricultural 
commodities. Under section 104 (d) the International Cooperation Administra- 
tion uses currencies for the purchase of goods or services for other friendly coun- 
tries. This program, therefore, is related to the foreign-aid program. The Export- 
Import Bank of Washington administers the section 104 (e) program which permits 
the loan of foreign currencies to private firms, largely United States enterprises. 
Under section 104 (f) currencies can be purchased by any United States agency 
requiring local currencies for the payment of obligations abroad, the dollars de- 
rived from these sales being credited to the Commodity Credit Corporation. Cur- 
rencies earmarked for use by the Defense Department for the construction, rent 
or procurement of United States military family housing in foreign countries are 
included in the 104 (f) total. About $16 million in foreign currencies has been ear- 
marked for this purpose in Spain. Loans to foreign governments under section 
104 (g) are administered by the ICA and are used to promote economic develop- 
ment and multilateral trade abroad. These loans further United States foreign 
policy objectives and are related to the foreign-aid program. Programs under 
sections 104 (h), (i), and (j) permit the Department of State and the United States 
Information Agency to expand educational and informational programs. 

Senator ArkeN. The thing that concerns us all is that the cost of 
military housing, additions to embassies, loans to foreign countries, 
and all those things are charged up as cost of the farm program, 
whereas in reality they are not the cost of the farm program, but items 
for which we would otherwise have to spend dollars. 

That is the important thing to get before the public, I would say. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, the Senator is entirely correct in 
that statement and it is unfortunate that the poor farmer’s back has 
to carry all of this criticism that he is being subsidized when it is 
not a subsidy. 

Senator A1kEN. That is right. The farmer is subsidizing all these 
other agencies of Government. That is what it looks like on paper, 
anyway, and that is why I think it is a good idea to have that infor- 
mation, if possible, in the record here. 

Mr. McLain. We have not said that. 

Senator AIKEN. I am not accusing you of saying that. I was trying 
to get vou to broaden your statement to cover some of that specific 
information or facts. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. McLain, as I recall under the Mutual Security 
Act there is a certain amount set aside. I think the present bill sets 
aside $175 million of cash that will be appropriated for the purpose of 
buying foodstuffs. 

Mr. McLarn. Yes. 

The CHarrMan. Of course, those are sold for cash and the Govern- 
ment pays for it. 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

The CuHarrmMan. How much of that goes for soybeans; have you 
any idea? 

Mr. Sorkin. About $10 million last vear. 

Mr. McLarty. We will get the accurate figure in the record for you, 
Senator. 

Mr. Sorkrn. It is a relatively small quantity. 

Mr. McLary. It is a small quantity. 

The CHarrMan. I understand, but do you know whether or not in 
the past the entire amount set aside has been utilized in order to 
purchase foodstuffs, surplus foodstuffs? 

Senator AIKEN. I can answer that because I have gone all through 
it on the Foreign Relations Committee. 
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The entire amount has been used, and every vear they have used 
some in addition to that. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Senator Arken. This year although the bill now before the Senate 
calls for $175 million, it is anticipated that they will actually use a 
little over $190 million, which wil be very helpful. 

The CHAIRMAN. We ought to increase it. 

Senator ArkEN. They do not dare take a chance. 

The CHarrMan. No, because they have to see the recipient govern- 
ments. They would rather have the dollars than have food although 
they use it. Just like in Korea you know we furnish a lot of clothing 
there for soldiers, we furnish a lot of cotton. They expect us to give 
it to them under Public Law 480, but they won’t permit us to use the 
dollars that we set aside for that purpose. 

Mr. McLain. | have just a couple of pages here. 

The CHairMan. All right, proceed. 

Mr. McLarty. The present formulas in the law give the Secretary 
no leeway, and may make it necessary to reduce acreage allotments 
sharply as will be the case in cotton and rice in 1959, even though such 
reduction may have serious effects. 

The CHatrMan. What about wheat? Are you suggesting that the 
fixed minimum acreage in wheat be reduced? 

Mr. McLarty. No. 

The CHarrMan. Why not? 

Mr. McLain. Well, we are not suggesting that it be done in the 
case of cotton and rice, Senator Ellender. I am pointing out here 
that under existing pew the minimum does expire. 

The CHarrMan. | understand that. 

Mr. McLain. With wheat it does not expire. 

The CuHairnman. That is right. It is permanent. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

The CHarrman. In other words, what the Department is advocating 
now is to have no quotas for corn or grains of any kind, and leave 
wheat at 55 million acres. 

Mr. McLary. Expand, be allowed to expand the acreage allot- 
ments for the other commodities up to 50 percent under certain 
conditions. 

The Cuarrman. I understand that, but what I mean, the proposal 
I am submitting to you is, as to corn and the other feed grains, you 
are recommending that no acreage allotments be made. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

The CuatrMan. That the sky be the limit, and as to wheat, it is 
fixed at 55 million acres, and you are not recommending that that be 
be changed. 

Mr. McLarn. Yes, we are recommending the same for wheat as 
the other basic commodities, that we be given the authority to expand 
the wheat acreage if and when 

The CuarrmMan. I know, but not under 55 million acres. 

Mr. McLain. That is correct. 

The CHarrMan. What is the view of the Department in according 
to rice and to cotton the same you are according to wheat, a minimum 
that we have been living under for the past 4 or 5 vears. Do you get 
the idea? 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 
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The CHArrMaAN. In other words, here you are, here is the Depert- 
ment of Agriculture recommending no acreage controls as to all feed 
grains, soybeans and everything, you can plant what you want, and 
as to wheat, it is fixed in the law at 55 million acres, and you are not 
recommending that that be changed, but as to cotton and rice, you 
are threatening that unless something is done this year, that you pro- 
pose to reduce cotton acreage to 14,200,000, and rice to a little over a 
million acres. 

Mr. McLarn. Senator Ellender, we are not threatening. We are 
just telling you where the present law would put us. 

The CHairMAN. You are opposed to giving to those two commod- 
ities the same as now exists for wheat. 

Mr. McLain. No. Our recommendations are quite to the con- 
trary. They are that we be given this authority to expand these acre- 
ages with these other considerations. 

The Cuarrman,. All right, but the expansion program, though, is 
to be based on a much lower parity price support. 

Mr. McLain. This we not only are recommending for cotton and 
rice, but also for wheat. 

The CHarrMan. Exactly. 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

The CHarrmMan. But you have, though, as to wheat, a minimum 
acreage of 55. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Fifty-five million, and what I would like to see 
and what [ am sure the cottongrowers all over the country would 
like to see, as well as the ricegrowers, is that you accord to those two 
commodities the same you are according to wheat, a minimum acreage 
which we have been working under now for the past 5 or 6 years to 
my knowledge. 

Mr. McLary. Of course the minimum acreage is all right if it has 
associated with it the other things that we want, and I want to make 
it clear that what we are saying—— 

The CHarrMan. What other things, you mean lower price support? 

Mr. McLain. A wider range and the removal of the escalator. 

The CuarrMan. Of course. 

I presume if you could make the sky the limit, if you put it low 
enough, vou would just put them all out of business. That is what 
would happen. 

Mr. McLain. Of course we have not asked that, Senator Eljender. 

The CuarrMan. No. 

Mr. McLain. We have asked what we think is a reasonable level 
and 1 think most people are agreed that it is. 

The Cuarrman. I would like to know specifically now, is the De- 
partment against fixing a minimum acreage for cotton and for rice 
in accordance with the present allotments? 

Mr. McLain. We are against it unless we have these other con- 
siderations, because we think that we ought to have the other con- 
siderations with the 55 million we even have now on wheat. 

The CHarrRMAN. So you are saying to us that unless we give you 
what you want, you will not agree to what the committee thinks 
ought to be done? 

Mr. McLatn. Oh, I did not say that. 

The CHarrkMAN. It amounts to that. 
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Mr. McLain. You asked me a question and I am trying to answer 
it. We think that both for cotton and rice, and also for wheat, 
because we made this same recommendation for all three of them—— 

The CHarrman. I know, but listen. The point that you seem to 
miss is that you have a minimum acreage for wheat. 

Mr. Mclain. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. Fifty-five million acres. 

Mr. Mcharn. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Now, why are you not willing to give the same 
thing to cotton and to rice and start from that point? 

Mr. McLarty. Because we think that probably—— 

The CuarrMan. Start from that point now, sir. 

Mr. McLain. We think that for wheat it was probably an error 
to have the 55-million-acre minimum without any of these other 
things being done. 

The CHArRMAN. You are not recommending that we do away with 
that? 

Mr. McLarty. Oh, yes, we are recommending that the support rate 
be widened. 

The CHarrMan. I understand. 

Mr. McLain. And the escalator removed. 

The CHatrMan. I understand that. 

Mr. McLarn. If you do those 2 things, then the 55 million would 
be all right. 

The Cuarrman. | know, but are you recommending to this com- 
mittee that wheat be placed in the same category as cotton and rice 
with respect to minimum acreage, a fixed minimum acreage? 

Mr. McLain. We are recommending that for all three they be 
treated alike, and if vou have a minimum acreage you have the 
discretion that goes with it. 

The CuarrMan. If they are all to be treated alike then, it strikes 
me that you ought to recommend that there be a minimum acreage 
fixed for cotton as well as rice, the same as you have for wheat, or 
say to the committee, ‘‘Let’s do away with the minimum acreage in 
wheat.”’ 

I mean, to be fair and to be consistent, that is what vou ought 
to do. 

Mr. McLain. I appreciate vour feeling that way, Senator Ellender, 
but I think if you take this whole package that we have asked for, 
that we are asking for the same treatment for all of the basic com- 
modities that have marketing quotas on them, exactly. Of course 
you have a 10-million-bale minimum for cotton. 

There isn’t any preference shown for any one. 

The CHarrMan. Is a 55-million-acre minimum for wheat proper? 

Mr. McLain. I said it might have been a mistake. 

The CHarrMAN. It might have been a mistake? 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

The CuarrmMan. Yet, you would not recommend, although you 
think it is a mistake, that it be changed? 

Mr. McLain. We would recommend that the other changes be 
made to go with it. 

The Cuarrman. No, no, forget about the 60 percent. I am talking 
about the fixing of a minimum acreage for wheat. 


Mr. McLarn. We think——— 
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The CuarrMan. Wheat, let’s talk about wheat. We are talking 
about wheat. I do not care about the others at the moment. I want 
to know about wheat. What is vour recommendation with respect 
to wheat, assuming that we do not accept any part of your program? 

Mr. McLarty. We have not made any separate recommendations 
for wheat, and I do not think we would ask for any, if we did not get 
what we want, I do not think we would ask, as long as it has been on 
the statute books, and we went along with it at the time it went on, 
that we would ask to have that removed. 

The CuHarrMan. Cotton and rice has been on the statute books. 

Mr. McLain. As a temporary thing. 

The CuarrMan? But the only thing is that of course wheat is on a 
permanent basis. How it got there, I do not recall. 

Mr. McLain. Peanuts are in the same category. 

The CHarrRMAN. You are not recommending that the minimum 
acreage for wheat be changed because it has been in the law, and 
although we have it on a temporary basis in cotton, you are unwilling 
to give to cotton and rice the same treatment in respect to minimum 
acreage as you now recognize for wheat. 

Mr. McLain. I can tell you this, Senator Ellender. Even the 
wheat people are greatly concerned, I am sure, as you have seen 
by the testimony before this committee, in having the 55 million 
acres with the rest of the program as it is. All you need to look at 
is the stockpile we are going to have at the end of this year. We 
need to take some steps like we are suggesting. 

The Cuarrman. I think the record shows that next to dairying, 
the cost to the CC for the dairy program, wheat is the next costly. 
I think the losses on wheat, if vou consider the wheat agreement 
and everything else, is way over a billion dollars. 

Mr. McLain. It has been very high. 

The CuarrMan. Very high, and yet you want the minimum acreage 
to remain as is and you make no recommendations as to those 
minimum acres. 

Mr. McLain. We make the recommendation that we do something 
about the problem that we have got and leave the minimum acreages 
the way they are. That is the point I want to make. 

May I proceed? 

The CHARMAN. Proceed. 

Mr. McLain. While it is still too early to make a definite statement, 
it now appears on the basis of present legislation that the 1959 
acreage cut from the 1958 level for cotton will be 20 percent and 
for rice 40 percent. 

I should like to repeat that the authority to adjust allotments is 
not a new type of authority. Tobacco already has such a provision. 
Our recommendation would extend it to all the basies and provide 
the seven criteria which the Secretary would consider in determining 
whether to increase allotments above the levels determined in accord- 
ance with existing formulas. 

As explained both by the Secretary and the President, this authority 
to increase allotments would be related to price adjustments designed 
to permit the growth of markets needed to absorb the higher pro- 
duction. 

If this allotment provision is to be effective on 1959 crops, it should 
be passed promptly. The President already has indicated that when 
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the five legislative changes referred to above have been made, the 
Secretary of Agriculture will establish 1959 acreage allotments at 
levels at least as high as those prevailing in 1958. While this allot- 
ment provision would apply to all the basics, it is needed particularly 
in the cases of cotton and rice where the indicated sharp reductions in 
acreage are in prospect because of the expiration of certain statutory 
minimums which placed a floor under the acreage allotments for the 
1957 and 1958 crops. 

These five recommendations, as a group, will serve to shore up the 
weak spots now in our present agricultural legislation and enable us 
to continue our battle to expand markets. This enactment is vital if 
we are to achieve our objective of improving farm income. 

In addition to these recommendations which apply to the basic 
commodities, we have made recommendations relating to wool price 
support and Public Law 480 on which some action still needs to be 
taken. 

The wool action involves extension of the National WoolAct. This 
legislation is scheduled to expire at the end of the 195% season on 
March 31, 1959. P roper planning of the 1959 and future programs 
thus requires action at this session of Congress. 

Wool production has shown some increase but we have a long way 
to go to achieve the goal set by the act which is approximately 300 
million pounds of shorn wool, greased basis. 

We are quite ples ased that vour committee has already reported the 
Wool Act extension in the form recommended by the Department. 
However, action by the Senate still is needed. 

The CHarrMAN. Did your Department recommend additional 
appropriations over and above what was provided in the existing law? 

Mr. McLarn. In the cross-examination we agreed to that, ves, sir. 

The CHairMAN. You agreed to that. 

Mr. Mclain. Yes. 

The CHarrMan. In other words, get it out over and above 

Mr. McLain. No, we agreed 

The CuatrmMan. The percent of the import- 

Mr. McLain. We agreed to taking some other funds out of the 
other part of the receipts. 

The CHatrMan. But somebody suggested that we put finished 
goods, and of course, there was objection to that. 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. But in view of that, the committee went on record 
as providing for such moneys as may be necessary out of the Treasury 
whether or not they are under or exceed the 30 percent of import 
duties on raw wool. Are you for that? 

Mr. McLatyn. We agreed to go along with what the Senate com- 
mittee came out with, ves. 

We are grateful for the fact that work on Public Law 480 already 
has been completed by the Senate. We should like to thank this 
committee for the expeditious manner in which this proposed legisla- 
tion has been handled. However, we need prompt action in the form 
of a bill which has the approval of both the Senate and the House of 
Representatives if farmers are to receive the full benefits of this very 
effective means of stimulating exports over and above usual levels. 

Early passage is essential for the remaining current authorization 
is very limited. 
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Originally, we had planned to program part of the new authoriza- 
tion before June 30 if the extension had been granted soon enough. 
[t would be particularly desirable to negotiate large programs during 
the next 2 or 3 months to yield best results in terms of orderly export 
shipments and direct benefit to farmers. In the title I program, 
orderly programing and shipping is extremely important. These are 
dependent on continuous programing without a time loss between 
utilization of separate authorizations. We have run into periods 
when title | programing has come to a standstill; for example the de- 
velopment of new agreements virtually ceased in January 1957 when 
our authorization was almost exhausted. 

The availability of funds during the following months would have 
avoided a backlog of program requests from interested countries. 
This backlog resulted in the necessity to scale down, delay, or ex- 
clude country programs, and in erratic shipment performance. Ship- 
ments were running about 800,000 tons a month last spring—these 
dropped off to less than 400,000 tons and increased to about 600,000 
tons in January as shipments were being made against fiseal year 1958 
country programs. 

Senator THyr. Mr. Chairman, might I ask a question at that 
pomt? 

Mr. McLain. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyre. Mr. McLain, are we suffering right now because 
Public Law 480 has not been approved? 

Mr. McLain. Yes; I think the farmers of this country are suffering. 

Senator Tuyk. You think they are? 

Mr. McLarty. Yes, sir. 

Senator THyr. Are you handicapped? 

Mr. McLarty. We have been pretty well at a standstill here for 
quite some time. ‘This is even more true on future programs, Senator 
Thye, until we know whether we are going to have the act passed. 

We think we are going to have it ‘passed, but we do not know 
definitely. 

Senator THyr. So vou do not know that there is a backlog of some 
commodities that normally otherwise should have been channeling 
and be channeled into export movement. 

Mr. McLarty. Yes. 

Senator THyr. Had we gotten this law passed. 

Mr. McLary. That is why we are complimentary to this—— 

Senator HASTLAND. About how long does it take to negotiate an 
agreeme nt? 

Mr. McLain. Quite some time, Senator Eastland. This takes 2 
to 4 months, I’d say, from the time you get started until we get it 
finished. 

Senator Eastianp. All that is being held up now? 

Mr. McLarty. I would not say every bit of it is being held up, but 
obviously we cannot make any commitments whatever until we know 
where we are. 

Senator THyr. Are you negotiating to a point where you say to X 
country, ““Now we know that sooner or later this law is going to be 
passed and that when it is passed, you will firm this contract?” 

Mr. McLain. We are doing all we can within the rights we have, 


Senator Thve, not to have it de laved after we get the funds. That is 
about all I can say. 
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Senator AiKEN. Is it safe to say that losses from your having to 
suspend negotiations would amount to a few hundred million dollars 
in ultimate sales? 

Mr. McLarn. I am sure it is safe to say we have some losses. | 
would not want to say how big they have been. A lot of it will be 
delayed because this whole thing is going to be set back because we 
cannot proceed. 

Senator ArkEN. When the Senate first considered the bill, it was 
estimated an amount somewhere about $300 million or $500 million 
before July 1 would be committed. 

Mr. McLain. I think this is accurate. We will not be able to do 
that, of course, now. 

Senator ArkEN. July | is almost here now. 

Mr. McLain. Just one more paragraph. 

In concluding my testimony, I should like to refer to the last para- 
graph of the President’s veto message on Senate Joint Resolution 162 
which sums up very briefly the need for the President’s farm program 
recommendations. In that concluding paragraph the President 
stated: 

To meet the rapidly changing conditions in agriculture, farmers must be able 
to make their own management decisions on their own farms. They must not 
have their production and prices frozen in an outmoded pattern. They must 
not be made the captives of a restricted history; they must be given freedom to 
build a brighter future. This can be done if farmers and those who serve them 
will team up in support of sound legislative and administration action. 

Now, Senator Ellender, I will be glad to try to answer any questions 
that you want to ask. 

The Cuarrman. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The CHatrMan. Senator Eastland. 

Senator EastLanp. What countries is American rice excluded from 
being financed by Public Law 480 funds? 

Mr. McLarty. I would have to check to be absolutely accurate, 
Senator Eastland. We will do that and get it for the record. 

Senator Eastuanp. Is it Japan? 

Mr. McLarty. I think—well, I think we want to be accurate We 
do not have an FAS man here, and we will be glad to furnish for the 
record exactly those that are excluded. 

Of course, what you are trying to get at here is the excluded 
countries that we have on the excluded list, because of what—or 
whatever reason? 

Senator EasttAnp. Whatever reason. I think it ought to be 
opened by legislation by members of this committee if necessary, | 
do not think that the State Department 

Mr. McLarn. You do not disagree with the idea that there are 
areas in the world where probably 480 is not necessary to be used, 
Senator Eastland? I mean, we have areas that we can move ours 
into without 480. You would not want to make it mandatory, 
certainly? 

Senator Easrianp. I think rice is in a surplus position, because of 
an exclusion from the market, and I think it is unfair to make the 
individual farmer pay the price of America’s farm policy. 

And I would like to have that information because I think an amend- 
ment ought to be offered here. 
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Mr. McLain. We will furnish it for the record, and I will be glad 
to furnish it to you personally. 


The CHarrman. Will you also show why it was done, who objected 
to it, what the State Department had to do with it? Can you give 
us that? We would like to have a full picture. 


Mr. McLarn. Yes; we will give you the fullest picture we can. 
(The information is as follows:) 
Mriuiep Rice 


The following rice programs under Public Law 480 were developed for the 
1957-58 year. 


Shipments against previous commitments: 


Quantity 
Title I: (metric tons) 
Balance remaining from 1956-57 Korea agreement 11, 000 
Balance remaining from 1956-57 Pakistan agreement - _ ~~ 63, 885 
Balance remaining from 1956-57 Philippine agreement _ _ - 17, 079 
Subtotal ae 2 7 91, 964 
New 1957-58 programs: 
Title I 
Ceylon ; - 25, 000 
Indonesi. 35, 000 
Pakistan 99, 000 
Peru 30, 000 
Philippines . , 25, 000 
Title II: 
Ceylon 15, 000 
Ryukyu Islands 6, 700 
Subtotal ree a ‘ 235, 700 


se "327, 664 

All Public Law 480 agreements and transactions have been signed except for 
the proposed title | agreement with Ceylon for 25,000 metric tons. The program 
is now being negotiated and it is expected that the agreement will be signed 
shortly. 

Of the 327,664 metrie ton program total, about 238,000 metric tons had been 
purchesed or shipped as of June I. 

In the development of title I agreements for the 1957-58 year, requests for all 
commodities from interested countries exceeded the $1 billion authorization 
available for programing for this vear. It was necessary, therefore, to exclude 
or scale down country programs for commodities such as wheat and cotton, as 
well as rice. In working out an equitable distribution of the $1 billion authoriza- 
tion in terms of commodities and countries, we were unable to make rice availyble 
to India and some of the programs developed for rice were for smaller quanticies 
than requested by importing countries. 

The shipment of rice under Public Law 480 has been the major reason for a 
sharp reduction in surpluses of this commodity. Last year nearly 1.2 million 
metric tons of rice was exported by the United States, of which more than 800,000 
tons moved under title I. Carryover of rice (on a rough basis) at the beginning 


of the 1958-59 year is expected to be about half the carryover we had at the 
beginning of the 1956-57 year. 





Total Public Law 480 rice programs - 


PROGRAMING AND EXPORTS OF RICE UNDER TITLE I, PUBLIC LAW 480 

tice has received fair treatment, some might even argue preferential treatment, 
in comparison with other commodities in programing under title I, Public Law 
480. The following indicates some of these comparisons: 


1. Since the beginning of the program through May 31, 1958, rice valued 


at about $175 million at export market value had been programed. This 
amount makes rice the third largest commodity in terms of programing, 


In comparison, cotton ranks 3d 


being exceeded only by wheat and cotton. 
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wheat 4th, tobacco 5th, and rice 12th in the value of the production of field 
crops for the 4 crop years 1954 through 1957. 

2. In relation to 1957 production, the quantity of rice programed under 
title I since the beginning of the program far exceeds any other commodity. 
Through May 31, 1958, 27 million bags of rice have been programed or 90 
percent of the 1957 production. In comparison, wheat programing is about 
60 percent of production, cotton about 30 percent, and tobacco slightly more 
than 10 percent. 

3. Title I exports have accounted for a larger percentage of total rice 
exports from the beginning of the program through the end of this year, as 


follows: 

Commodity Percentage 
NS re < asa cee Sa a oe ae Ss lec so ae vy fae 
ND oo oe nena eae eae ae ee iia 
Copeen......- tS nc saan gab i ta St erect tation END a aa ees hen x eles z tO 
Tobacco-_----- 5 de Race xsd dace Shan ME ei atl waidel 5 Eh 9 


4. Carryover of rice has been reduced from peak holdings more than other 
field crops. At the beginning of the next crop year the rice carryover is 
expected to be reduced 50 percent from the peak holdings. In comparison, 
cotton will ne reduced by about 40 percent, wheat by about 15 percent, and 
there will be no reduction at all for tobacco. 

It should also be noted that the cost per farm of price-support and stabilization 
programs for rice for the 1957 crop exceeds by many times this cost of wheat, 
cotton and cottonseed, corn, and sorghums. 

Mr. McLain. Now on the various bills that have been submitted, 
and the testimony before your committee, Senator Ellender, of course 
there have been many presentations made. We had a man here, as 
you indicated, each day. He furnished the Department with a 
summary of what went one. There are many areas. The domestic 
parity program for wheat was considered. We have consistently 
opposed that in the Department. We have testified here on that 
several times. 

One of the reasons why the bill was vetoed back in 1956 was the 
two-price proposal for wheat. I think our reasons are plain to every- 
one. I do not imagine you want to get into a discussion of that; do 
you? 

The CHarrmMan. Well, I think—— 

Mr. McLarn. We have a prepared statement on it that we can put 
into the record if vou want that done. 

The CHarrMAN. Well now, suppose we start, let’s say, with the 
Farm Bureau bill on cotton and feed grains? 

Mr. McLain. All right. 

The CHarrMAN. You are familiar with that? 

Mr. McLain. Yes, sir, I certainly am. 

The CHarrMANn. What is your idea as to that bill? 

Mr. McLain. Let me say, first of all, we think their bill is a con- 
structive bill with some provisions which head permanently in the 
right direction. And in our judgment in the Department that is 
very, very essential. If we do not get something permanent written 
into law, so that our competitors abroad, and the synthetic users here, 
know what this Government is going to do, the cotton industry will 
suffer irreparable loss. And we are very, very strong in feeling that 
long-term legislation that gets somewhere ought to be enacted. 

We are plain in saying that. You may disagree with us, but we 
think it is very, very important in cotton. When you see the acreage 
of cotton drop from over 40 million acres down to a barvested acreage 
this year of around 12 million and see what that has done to, not 
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only the cotton farmer, but other farmers in this country, I think it 
is tragic and we ought to face up toit. Iamsure you are going to 

Senator Tuyn. Sian I ask at that point, Mr. Chairman—what 
would you expect would have to be done in order that the cotton 
acreage be increased? That is a simple question, what would have 
to happen, would it be a price factor that would have to get low 
enough so that it was competitive the world over and that would 
force cotton out of plantings in other countries of the world because 
our competition forced it out; or would you try to introduce research 
that would broaden the use of the cotton? Which of those two 
avenues would you anticipate that we would have to get ourselves 
on to? 

Senator Easrtanp. Outside the United States? The consump- 
tion is increasing. 

Mr. McLain. Yes, that is right. 

Senator Toyz. That is the question now, do you figure the price 
factor would have to get so low that you would be in competition 
with whatever competitive situation the cotton producer is faced 
with, or would you expect to initiate research and development that 
would broaden the use of cotton and thereby create a use for it? 

Mr. McLarty. Well, we are vigorous for both of them, Senator 
Thye. 

Senator THyr. Then let us say—if I may, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHarrMAN. Proceed. 

Senator Tuye. Would you proceed then to tell us where we would 
be pricewise in order to get an increase in the use of cotton? 

Mr. McLain. We have a new export program for cotton, that 
Senator Ellender was very much for, and were for, and I think he was 
happy that we instigated it. 

Senator THyr. What is it? 

Mr. McLarty. We have just set the export subsidy rate—under a 
subsidy in hand program. That subsidy was just announced at 6% 
cents a pound. This is the difference currently between the world 
market and the domestic market. 

Senator Tore. How many acres of cotton do you think that 
would use up, that type of a program? 

Mr. McLain. We are sure of this, Senator Thye, and I think cotton 
is the best illustration of the folly of some of our ways, as long as we 
kept an umbrella over price we even had American capital going 
out of this country and expanding cotton production abroad because 
they could make money doing it. We have the same thing facing us 
right now with tobacco. One of our experts was just in Japan, and 
one of the people that was—— 

Senator THyr. Mr. McLain. 

Mr. McLain. If I might finish, because this illustrates the point. 
One of the people that was buying and selling tobacco said “How 
long are you going to keep on with your current tobacco program?” 
This gentleman wanted to know why, and he said “Why, of course it 
is on the statute books, we do not know.”’ And he asked this fellow 
why he was inquiring. He said ‘Well, it just makes this much differ- 
ence to us, if you are going to continue it we are going to start ex- 
panding in other parts of the world to take your market.” 

Now this is what has been going on in cotton. 
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Senator Toye. Mr. McLain, what I was trying to get an answer 
to is, how many acres of cotton would you anticipate now would go 
into the program in which you are offering a 6%-cent subsidy? 

Mr. McLain. Of course we are holding the market now that we 
currently have in export with the subsidy. The point is that it is 
questionable how long the American taxpayer is going to be willing 
to do this, not only with cotton, but with wheat. The important 
thing here, Senator Thye, is also our domestic situation. 

The synthetics have moved in, and price has been the big factor. 

Senator Tuyr. But you are not prepared to say how many acres 
this new announced program is apt to use from cotton? 

Mr. McLain. I would say this, Senator Thye, after the mess we 
are in in cotton, it will be a gradual thing. You are not going to 
change these people back overnight. And certainly you are not going 
to change them back until this good committee makes up its mind 
whether it is going to do something about the problem. Because they 
are going to continue to do what they have been doing. 

Senator THye. Well, Senator Hickenlooper has a good suggestion 
as a possible question, and that would be: How many bales would be 
sold abroad? But you had made mention of the specific reduction in 
cotton acreage, and that is what led me to frame my question on 
acreage. Because I would like to see what you anticipate we will be 
increasing the acres. 

Senator EastLanp. It would be 5% million bales, roughly, on the 
5-year average production in the country. What would it be, 300 and 
how many pounds? 

Mr. Bercer. 400, in round figures. 

The CHarrMaAn. 400. 

Mr. Beracer. A little over. 

Senator EastLanp. 500 pounds? 

Mr. McLain. The important thing, Senator Thye, is to get the 
direction headed the other way. 

Senator Toyz. Well now, where do you think you will be able to 
aid the cotton producers in ‘your research and development? 

Mr. McLain. We are doing all that we have funds to do with, and 
the Cotton Council and many other fine organizations are helping us. 

Just as an illustration, they came out lately, you know, with this 
shirt that is competing with the dacron ones. We have the dacron 
one that was wash and wear—— 

Senator Torr. I have one on. I have one of those new cotton 
shirts on, and I make that my friend from Mississippi does not have. 
And this one here will compete—you have a linen one. 

Senator Easrianp. No, sir, I have on a cotton shirt. 

Senator Tuy. You have the old-fashioned cotton that you have 
to send to the laundry to be washed. 

The Cuarrman. I have a cotton also. 

Senator Torr. But you, sir, will not rinse that out and put it on 
the next morning. You have to send it to be starched and ironed. 

This shirt right here, gentlemen, has been in the suitcase and been 
rinsed out. This is a cotton shirt, worn one day, rinsed at night, 
and hung up on a hanger that the shirt-manufacturing company sent 
with it, rinsed out and put on the next day. And this shirt right 
here, gentlemen, I rinsed out myself, and hung it up, and it has not 
been ironed. I want you to take a look at it. You did a good piece 
of business when you did that research in cotton—— 
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The CuairmMan. Do I understand that was a gift to the Senator? 

Senator Ture. No, sir. [Laughter.] 

No, sir; I can show the Senator, the chairman, it was cold cash 
that paid. for it, and I have a receipt. I never get something for 
nothing. Let that be known, sir. 

The Cuarrman. How much did you pay for it, if I may ask? 

Senator Ture. I think six dollars and some odd cents. 

The Cuarrman. All right; in that shirt you have less than a pound 
of cotton— 

Mr. Wetak Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMAN. Less than a pound of cotton that costs about 
28-30 cents, and yet you say that the price of cotton affects that. 
I hear that every day, and it is silly. 

Senator Ture. Laying aside all joking here, gentlemen, research is 
the basic new frontier that agriculture must have if it is going to hold 
its head up. Go where you like, and see the increase in production, 
and if you do not instigate a research and development program of 
some kind that will broaden the use of cotton, broaden the use of 
other agricultural commodities, you are going to live in a shrinking 
world so far as agriculture is concerned. 

Now here is a shirt right here that research did a tremendous job on. 
And the only reason in “the world that I bought this shirt is that you 
do not have to send it to be laundered, you can rinse it and hang it up 
and put it back on the next morning. And that is what caused the 
dacron and those synthetic shirts to be sold in the numbers they have 
been sold in. 

I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, that I went so far afield. 

The CuarrMan. That is all right, [ am glad the Senator brought 
up that point. 

Senator Eastnanp. Mr. McLain, the export program has, by selling 
at competitive prices abroad, stopped the expansion in synthetic 
production in most European countries, has it not? 

Mr. McLain. That is the word we cet, yes. 

Seantor EastuaNp. And it has slowed or stopped the expansion of 
foreign cotton production? 

Mr. McLain. It has certainly done that, Senator Eastland. 

Now to get back, you asked a question as to what the position of 
the Department was on the Farm Bureau proposal 

The CuarrmMan. I want to ask you wouth the Department accept 
the Farm Bureau bill with an amendment that would provide for 
acreage protection to the small grower as in, which I am sure you are 
familiar w ith, Senator Stennis’ ‘proposal? In other words, assuming 
that the acreage is 14.2 million or 15 million acres, would the Depart- 
ment object to an amendment that would increase the national aver- 
age, over and above the national average, so as to take care of the 
cotton grower, let’s say, who plants from 5 acres or down to zero? 

Mr. McLain. W ell, ‘Senator Ellender, this gets into an area that 
is very difficult, as you know, because the small cotton farmers, of 
course have a pretty rough time of it. There is not any denying it. 
However, we do not think that the minimum provisions should be 
expanded above the present 4 acres. We do not think it is superior 
to what we have asked for. We think it is a fairly good approach. 
We are sure that you will consider it seriously. However, I think the 
version that was presented to you here gets the price support for the 
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group A farmer. This will cause a lot of trouble, and it would be 
much better if it were not quite that high. 

Senator EastLanp. That is the farm bureau bill? 

Mr. McLarn. That is right. I am talking about price support 
now 

The CuarrMan, I am talking about acres; I am more interested in 
acres than price support at the moment. 

Mr. McLain. The minute you start doing anything with the min- 
imum acreage, for the high-support group, by making exceptions and 
setting up minimum allotments, you lose a lot. The farm bureau 
bill endeavors to make it attractive for the fellow that wants the lower 
price support and have an outlet for his cotton. Well, if you are 
going to let too much cotton be raised at the higher price support level, 
you are not going to have enough market left for the fellow who wants 
more acreage and a lower price support. 

The CuarrmMan. Now, Mr. McLain, the thing is, you see, we have 
had in the law, as you know, for quite a few years some protection for 
the small farmer. 

Mr. McLarn. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. Now I have had our economist work out a memo- 
randum, indicating that if the national cotton acreage is the minimum, 
that is, 14.2 million acres, in order to give the 4-acre farmer at least 
that, it would require 200,000 acres more. In order to give the 8-acre 
farmer what he now receives under the present law, it would require 
510,000 acres more. And to make it 10, to catch the 10-acre farmer, 
it would require 630,000 acres; and the 15-acre farmer, 950,000 acres. 

Now in order to protect these small growers from this minimum 
that I speak of, would there be any objection, in your opinion, from 
the Department? 

Mr. McLain. I do not think we will object too strenuously to the 
continuation of the 4-acre minimum provision. It should not be 
expanded. Again, all I can say to you, Senator Ellender, is the more 
oi this you put into their proposal, the less effective their proposal 
is going to be. 

We certainly have our sympathies with the small operators, but 
the thing you have to figure out here is whether you help the program 
in the long run by doing this, or whether you hurt it in the long run. 

The CuHarrMAN. Well now, I have the same figures, assuming that 
a 16 million acre allotment were made available instead of 14.2 
million, and I will ask that that be placed in the record at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 





Estimated additional acre- 
age required when na- 
tional allotment is at— 


Farm allotments 





14.2 million 16 million 
acres acres 





TR OTE MN cece nes camcnppacsesocsncenstaossccbedokanpsbctsathadsideneas 950, 000 450, 000 
BR OOPOO OE NOME... <a nosis concen ind ec ccc esse cnsmmns=qeneseeeeeceee 630, 000 310, 000 
I iis sachin tenn senp aden senagunsecne os satb ae aeeannagrege seg wae 510, 000 250, 000 
4 ACTOS OF E8B. ..... 22-2222 ono sen ence nn cee enews ee a geesceesooeess 200, 000 100, 000 











LONG-RANGE FARM PROGRAM 625 


The CHarrMan. Assuming 16 million acres, to take care of the 
4-acre farmer or less it would require only 100,000 acres; for 8 acres 
or less 250,000 acres over and above the national allotment; 10 acres, 
310,000; and 15 acres, 450,000. 

In other words, irrespective of what the national allotment might 
be, in order to protect the smaller farmer on, let’s say, the basis that 
he is now operating, that is the 1958 and 1957 basis, you do not believe 
that there would be serious objection on the part of the Department? 

Mr. McLain. Our sympathies are with this little fellow. We 
think he ought to be made a little bigger and helped to get the expanded 
acreage so ha can be bigger. And they would be able then, Senator 
Ellender, to produce at a little lower price. That is one of the prob- 
lems that these cotton farmers have. They have been cut back to 
the point where they have to have a high price or they cannot make 
a go of it. And we ought to be headed in the other direction. 

he CHAIRMAN. Well, assuming that a farmer does have an allot- 
ment of 4 acres, under the Farm Bureau bill, with the 40-percent 
increase, that would give him an additional acreage of 1.2 acres more, 
or a total of 5.6 acres. Now my guess is that he would probably make 
more money on 4 acres at 75 percent of parity than he would on 5.6 
acres at 60 percent of parity. 

Mr. McLarty. Well, he will certainly, Senator Ellender, figure that 
out very accurately for himself. 

The CuarrMan. I know he will, that is what all farmers do. I am 
positive of that. 

Senator Easttanp. Mr. McLain, as I understand your principal 
ron that you make is that you want long-term legislation; is that 
right? 

Mr. McLain. That is right. We think, Senator Eastland, that 
the time was never better to do that. Everyone realizes the problems 
we have, and we would just like to see it done. 

Senator EastLanp. Well, now, the House, as I understand, has 
reported a bill limited to 3 years. Now what is the position of the 
Department on a 3-year bill? 

Mr. McLain. Our position on the version that came out 

The CuarrmMan. Which is that? 

Mr. McLain. That is the one they reported out. It is in the com- 
mittee print. That is not acceptable to us. 

The CHarrMAN. That is the committee print of May 13, 1958? 

Mr. McLain. It was put in the committee print that came out 
yesterday, Senator Ellender. That is not acceptable to us, and we 
have so reported to them. 

Mr. Sorkin. June 4. 

Mr. McLarn. We would be willing to have some transition pro- 
visions written into it—step down 5 percent a year, for instance. 
But under this dual system, if you do not get the thing off on a per- 
manent track, after 2 or 3 years you are going to have the same battle. 

The CuarrMan. Well, reverting to the Farm Bureau bill, this transi- 
tion takes place at the end of 2 years, and the support price is 90 per- 
cent of the weighted price for the last 3 years. Would you favor that? 

Mr. McLain. We would favor the permanent part of it. How- 
ever, we think our program is the best. 

The CuarrMan. If the same principle applied to rice, you would 
go along with it, too? 
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Mr. McLarn. Yes. 

The CHarrMAN. With a minimum acreage of what? 

Mr. McLarty. We would put the minimum back to where it was 
this year. 

The CHarrMan. In other words, leave it at approximately 1,653,000 
acres? 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. Not lower than that? 

Mr. McLarty. Assuming, of course, that you got the escalator 
knocked out, which the House has agreed to do, and got somewhere 
after the 3 years, we would accept that. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, the only crop then in which you 
object to the minimum acreage is cotton? 

Mr. McLain. We do not object to minimum acreage. The fact 





is 

The CuarrMan. I mean according to your formula? In other 
words, if we comply with the 60-percent provision and give the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture the opportunity, a chance, to make the minimum 
acres 17,500,000, which is in round figures what it is now you will be 
given an opportunity to increase that, but at the same time decrease 
the price supports? 

Mr. McLarn. I want to be sure we understood one another on rice. 
Your question, as I understood it, was that, if we remove the escalator, 
and then went to this 90 percent of the 3-year average, after 2 or 3 
years, would that be acceptable? 

The Cuarrman. That is what I am talking about. 

Mr. McLain. [I said it would be 

The CHairnman. Why would not that apply to cotton? 

Mr. McLain. It would. If you do the same thing with cotton, 
we would accept it. 

The CHarrmMan. You mean with a minimum acreage for the next 
2 years of 17,500,000? 

Mr. McLain. Again, let’s get back to what our proposition is, 
which, I am sure, everyone has not studied. We have said, the 
President has said, we are willing to let cotton farmers start off in 
1959 with an acreage not lower than it was in 1958 if these other 
steps are taken. These other steps are much in line with what you 
are talking about here. 

The CxHarrman. All right. Well, now, the Farm Bureau bill, 
of course, provides for cotton that the acreage should be what it 
would be under the law in 1959 

Mr. McLarn. For the higher road. 

The Cuarrman. Which would be less 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

The CuarrmMan. Than 17,500,000 acres. Now, the question I 
want to ask you is: If we were to take the Farm Bureau bill as 
written and place the minimum acres, or the national cotton allot- 
ment, at 17,500,000, and let the transition take place at the end of 
that, according to what is written in the Farm Bureau bill, what would 
be your reaction to that? 

Mr. McLain. I think it would make the Farm Bureau bill very 
ineffective. It would not get the job done, and I do not think we 
could support that kind of action. 

The CuarrMan. But you would be willing to support it so far as 
rice is concerned? 
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Mr. McLain. Well, now, with rice we are talking about just 
1 price, a transition with 1 price. That is what I wanted to be sure; 
that you understood what I said was rice. We are talking about a 
transition witb rice. 

The CHarrMAN. But the Farm Bureau bill, as I understand it, that 
proposal is that the price support reflects from 75 to 90 percent for 
2 years. 

Mtr. McLarn. Cotton, you are talking about now? 

The CuHarrMan. Rice. 

Mr. McLain. Rice? Well, I have not seen the Farm Bureau’s bill. 

Senator A1ken. They did not include rice in that bill. 

The CHarrMan. Not in this bill. I have received word since. 

Mr. McLarn. Let me be sure you understand what I said about 
rice. We think the escalator ought to be removed. And I thought 
oe question was that, if you had a single-price system for rice, and 

rought it down, and gradually went into the Farm Bureau proposal 
at 90 percent of the last 3-year average, after 2 or 3 years, would we 
accept that? I felt that was your question. 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. McLarn. I think we would. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Mr. McLain. But your—— 

The CHarrMan. That means, then, that, with respect to rice, the 
price supports remain at between 75 and 90 percent for 2 years? 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

The CHairrman. And the minimum acreage would be what it is this 
year, what it was this year, and that would go on for 2 years? 

Mr. McLain. And then, at the third year, if you moved into the 
. percent of the 3-year average, I think we would look with favor on 
that. 

The CuatrMan. Now, why would not you do the same thing for 
cotton? 

Mr. McLarty. If we would have a one-price system for cotton, I 
think we would look at it 

The Cuairman. It is 75 to 90 percent; you would not change it? 

Mr. McLain. Well, the Farm Bureau proposal has 2 price levels, 
Senator Ellender; one, for 2 years, keeps it up here and does not 
regard 

The CuarrMan. That is what I am talking about. It is the same 
thing for rice, about the same thing, at the end of 2 years 

Mr. McLain. No; it is vastly different because during these 2 
years, with cotton, you are going to have the support level pretty 
high. With rice, you will not have. It can be brought right down 
to 75 percent, under what you are talking about. 

The CuarrMAN. Well, assuming that we give to cotton that same 
proposal, the same as rice, that we have just been talking about 

Mr. McLarn. If you would reduce the support level gradually by 
steps the next 2 years down to 75 percent, and then move from that 
into a 90 percent of the last 3 years, I think—have a 1-price system— 
we would look with favor on that. The fact is that has been proposed 
over on the House side 2 or 3 times. 


Senator EasTLanp. Excuse me. You mean there that there would 
not be any 

















Mr. McLain. There would be no dual system. 
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Senator EasrLtanp. There would be no dual system and no higher 
support price for the little farmer 

Mr. McLain. That is right. This is much in line with what we 
have proposed, only it moves a little more gradually. 

Senator EastLanp. But you would take the dual system with 
additional protection for the small farmer in acreage and price? 

Mr. McLain. Well, this top-level support, Senator Eastland, is 
just too high to make the plan work, in our judgment. You have a 
terrific payment that is going to be involved. 

Senator Toye. How much money, if I may interject that question? 

Mr. McLain. Of course, Senator Thye, it ead depend on how 
many had to take the high road. There is no one who can accurately 
say 

Senator THyr. What do you anticipate? 

Mr. McLain. We made several guesses at it, but I think we are not 
sure enough of ourselves to want to put it in the record. 

Senator Tuyr. In other words, if I may, Seaator Eastland and Mr. 
Chairman—I think Senator Eastland had the floor—you are not in 
accord with the recommendation put out by the Farm Bureau insofar 
as it relates to the cotton. You are fearful that you are going to be 

Mr. McLavn. I think if the high-price-support group were brought 
down, it would be much better. 

Senator Toyz. That is the objection that you have? 

Mr. McLarn. That is our principal objection. 

Senator Torr. To the recommendation of the Farm Bureau? 

Mr. McLarn. We have the basic objection that we think it is not 
best to have two prices. But Senator Eastland, and many of my very 
respected friends in the South, including some Farm Bureau friends, 
seem to feel that the only way you can get legislation is to have the dual 
system for a couple of years. And, while I do not quite necessarily 
agree with that, if that is the fact, then we have to look at the fact. 
I think it would be much better to have one price, bring it down 
gradually, and move into a transition such as we have suggested. 

Or, take what we have suggested, and you would get away from this 
very real problem. 

The CHarrmMan. Well, this dual system results, does it not, from the 
fact that you are giving an opportunity to a grower to get a lesser 
price from an acre? 

Mr. McLarn. Yes, that is correct; and, of course, our approach 
would be to give everyone the opportunity to take more acreage and 
a little less price. 

The CHarrMan. Yes, I understand. Well, more acres to a fellow 
getting 3% to 4, and giving him 15 points less, an opportunity to 
plant an acre and a half more won’t do him any good. That is the 
reason for my pointing out to you that the pasaber of acres required, 
in order to take care of the smaller growers, is so insignificant that I 
— thought that it was something that ought to be looked upon with 
avor. 

Senator Eastianp. If I understood him he said he would not object 
too much if he got a long-range program. 

The CHarrman. I understand. 

Senator Easrtanp. The long-range program is the primary con- 
sideration; is that right? 

Mr. McLain. That is right. And if you are going to have a two 
price mechanism, have the top one kept down as much as you can. 
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I think you work out of it much more quickly and much more satis- 
factorily. 

Senator Aiken. May I ask one question relative to corn? 

If you remove the acreage controls on corn and give a support to 
all corn and a comparable support to feed grains, which we will say 
might be 70 percent, how much do you anticipate the increased 
planting of corn would be? 

Mr. McLain. We do not think the total feed grain production 
would be any more, Senator Aiken. All we have done is just shift 
from one feed grain to another. We did not think the total feed 
grain production would be any different. 

Senator Arken. I think you are right. 

The CHatrmMan. What a the increase production of sorghum? 

Mr. McLain. If we did this, sorghum production would drop off 
and corn, for a little while, might go up a little. 

The CuarrMan. But as I understand, the feed content of sorghum 
is about equal to corn. 

Mr. McLain. That is about right; yes, sir. The trouble is we have 
people raising grain sorghums in areas where they ought to be raising 
corn. 

Senator A1rkEN. Well, it depends on the weather. 

Mr. McLain. Well, that is right. 

Senator AIkEeN. If they do not get the corn started, they can still 
plant sorghum, and that has been responsible for an increase in sor- 
ghum in some areas. 

The CuHairman. Well now, Mr. McLain, you stated that you had 
some criticism of the most recent bills that have been submitted by 
the Committee on Agriculture of the House. Would you like to place 
them in the record or—— 

Mr. McLarn. I think it would be better not to put something in 
the record that may be different when they get it out of the House. 

The CuarrMan. Well, for the benefit of the committee, as I under- 
stand, they had submitted a bill yesterday. 

Mr. McLain. Yes, yesterday morning. But you see, they are in 
session this morning deciding what is going to be in that bill. 

The CHarrMAN. Well now, would you do this for the committee, 
take the bill that will come out of the committee—— 

Mr. McLarn. Yes; we would be glad to do that. 

The CuatrmMan. And send to us your analysis of it? 

Mr. McLain. We will be very happy to do that, and I think that 
would be much more preferable. 

The CHAIRMAN. Give us suggestions as to what might be done in 
order to improve it? 

Mr. McLain. All right 

The CuarrMan. Provided you kind of bear away from your own 
program a little bit. 

Mr. McLain. You would not mind if we just sprinkled it in a little, 
would you? [Laughter.} 

Senator EastLanp. Mr. McLain, the Farm Bureau bill does not 
provide for a floor. Does the Department have any objection to a 
floor, about 30 cents a pound, Middling inch cotton? 

Mr. McLarty. Let me say this, Senator Eastland, we were asking 
for a range from 60 to 90 percent of parity, if it did not materially 
affect the operation of whatever kind of a bill you get out, then we 
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have no serious reservation to putting a minimum floor because we 
have asked for it. And I think farmers are entitled to it. That is 
the feeling we have. 

Senator EastLtanp. Well is 30 cents a pound for Middling inch 
cotton acceptable? 

Mr. McLain. Well, just do not get it too high because you may get 
in some trouble. 

Senator EastLanp. 30 cents a pound for Middling inch cotton 
would not be too high? 

Mr. McLain. We would rather not see it about 60 percent, and I 
guess that would not be much different than that. 

The CuartrMAN. You see, you have given out what I was trying to 
corkscrew out of Mr. Benson in regard to that at 60 percent. My idea 
was a would put it into effect the moment the President would sign 
the bill. 

Mr. McLain. That is absolutely wrong 

The Cuarrman. That is what would happen, 60 percent. I ac- 
cused him of doing it, but they did not like it very much. They said 
“‘We would like to have your authority, but we do not expect to use 
it.” 

All right, anything further? 

Well, gentlemen, that concludes the hearings on our farm program. 
It is my hope that these hearings can be printed immediately and 
that we can get together and make an effort to present to the Senate 
as soon as possible a farm bill affecting at least grains, including corn, 
cotton, and rice, which seem to me the most in trouble, wheat—what 
we can do in that regard I do not know—and, of course, the dairy 
products. 

Now what we can do about that, about the self-help program—I 
stood here for 2 days and listened to testimony. 

Mr. McLain. You were not helped much? 

The Cuarrman. How is that? 

Mr. McLain. You were not helped much by it? 

The CuarrMan. We weren’t helped by the hearings? 

Mr. McLatrn. Did they help you, the hearings? 

Tue CuarrmMan. Oh, surely. I stood here for 2 days listening to it. 

And of course there is something else we might give consideration 
to, and that is this program for industrial uses. Now it is my judg- 
ment, just offhand, that the Department has authority now to do 
almost everything that is provided in the bills that are before us with 
the exception of subsidizing private industry to work up pilot plants 
and to give scholarships. 

Mr. McLain. If we had the funds. 

The CuarrmMan. That is what I mean. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. In that connection, Mr. McLain, I will give you 
another little job, if you do not mind. I wish you would take the 
three bills that were submitted here and point out to us, if these bills 
would give you any authority that you do not now possess. 

Mr. McLarn. You mean in the area of industrial uses? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

In other words, it is my belief that the three bills, particularly the 
Capehart bill and the Curtis bill, would give authority which you 
already possess in most of the fields 
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Mr. McLain. What was the third one? 

The Cuairman. Senator Johnston’s. 

Mr. McLarn. All right. 

The Cuatrman. Now, if you will, point up to us the authority that 
you do have, which would make these bills unnecessary, and what 
additional authority you would need. 

Mr. McLarn. In order to carry out what they intend to do? 

The Cuatrman. What they intend, exactly. 

(The information is as follows:) 
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Senator Toye. Mr. Chairman, might I also make this inquiry, 
how much money would you need to put into research if you are 
going to broaden your agricultural products use? 

Mr. McLain. Well, I am on the Budget Committee for the Depart- 
ment, Senator Thye, and of course we have been stepping this research 
money up about as fast as our people who run this show think we can 
get technicians and people to do it 

Senator Tuyr. But, sir, you just made the statement as to the 
question of lacking funds 

Mr. McLain. My question was that if we expand it further, we 
would probably have to have some more funds, and I am sure in the 
next years we come up we will ask for some added funds other than 
what we have had. 

If this is correct, Mr. Sorkin says we did not get what we asked for 
this year for industrial utilization. I think that is correct. 

Senator Toyz. How much were you cut? 

Mr. Sorkin. We asked for an additional $5 million, and I think 
they cut us back to an additional $2 million or $3 million. 

Senator Tuyr. But you see, Senator Capehart’s bill, of which I am 
a cosponsor, would greatly broaden your research activities in the 
industrial use. 

Mr. McLain. The point is, Senator Thye, everyone in the Senate 
looks at it the same way, as we found out in the Appropriations 
Committee. And of course that is natural. 

The CuHarrMan. If there are no further questions 

Mr. McLain. We appreciate the courtesy, Senator. 

The CuarrMan. The committee will stand adjourned, and this 
completes the hearings on the so-called long-term farm program. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the hearing was adjourned.) 
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